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observe that it does not help the required conclusion. For,
a predominant preference of the greater pleasure over the less
is a Prudential characteristic, not a Moral; and where he
misses it, the agent has indeed to regret an error, but not to re-
pent of a sin. The difference, therefore, between the so-called
true and false self reaches no further than that between the
sound and the mistaken economist of personal satisfactions.

Perhaps, however, the missing moral element may turn
up, if we now take into account what is claimed as a second
dimension of pleasures, viz. their quality, as well as their
quantity. There may be no obligation to take the larger
lot; and yet there may be an obligation to take the higher
kind. Waiving for the moment all objection to this second
dimension, let us put this proposition to the test employed
with the former one. There is an obligation^ you say, to
take the higher quality of pleasure, in preference to the
greater quantity. To whom then is this due ? Surely, only
to himself, there is no one else to be wronged; he, and he
alone, is the loser; and the article which he loses is pleasure.
And are not his pleasures his own concern ? If he takes the
cheapest lot, regardless of their being shoddy instead of
whole wool, what more can you charge upon him than im-
prudence or bad taste ? By importing a distinction of finer
or more vulgar into human satisfactions, you do not step
into the region of morals, but only change the field of extra-
moral good. If the Italian with his delicate appetite enjoys
his simple maccaroni, while the Welshman cannot relish his
dinner without his leeks, or the Bohemian his without his
gaihck, the first is of finer perception; but the coarser taste
of the others violates no obligation, and, if open to challenge,
is so not as a guilt, but only as a mistake, which an extended
experience will detect. All that you can say to anyone
under such conditions is, * You do not make the best of the
resources of your nature:' and he may answer, * Perhaps
not ; but I am the only sufferer by the waste, and am there-
fore a squanderer only, not ar> offender; I wrong no one but
myself; and am simply a poorer economist.'